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Reasonable/ Feasible

because of fuel
transportation costs,
increased cost of
logistics, and would
not meet the purpose
and need for the
Proposed Action.

Not economically
feasible and would
not meet the stated

purpose and need for
the Proposed Action.

Not economically
feasible and would
not meet the stated

purpose and need for
the Proposed Action.

Not economically
feasible and would
not meet the stated

purpose and need for
the Proposed Action.

Not economically
feasible and would
not meet the stated

purpose and need fo
the Proposed Action.|

Not reasonable
because increased
costs of pipeline and
treatment would
make the project
infeasible.

Not reasonable
because of increased
costs of pipeline and

treatment, and

insufficient water
supplies available.

Not reasonable
because of
insufficient water
supplies available.

usage would result in
higher construction
and operation costs
and increased water
resources impacts.
Alternative is not
reasonable.

because increased
costs would make
the project infeasible,
thus not meeting the
stated purpose and
need.

because increased
costs would make
the project infeasible,
thus not meeting the
stated purpose and
need.

Not reasonable
because these boiler
types are designed
for different fuel not
available at this
location.

because turbines are
designed for different
fuel and since
adequate supplies of
gas are not available,
this alternative is not
feasible.

reasonably meet the

purpose and need fo

the Proposed Action
because increased
costs would make

the project infeasible |

Jthis technology would
require additional
water and would
result in higher
impacts to water
resources.

this technology would
require additional
water and would
result in higher
impacts to water
resources.

disposal would likely
be somewhat more
expensive, and was
eliminated from
further consideration
because of increased
costs and handling
with no benefit.

alternative because
additional logistics
and costs with no
benefit, and is
considered and
eliminated.

Is not reasonable
because increased
costs would result in
no benefit.

Not reasonable
because of space
limitations.
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